Individual and household based aggregate measures of joblessness offer conflicting signals about labour market performance. This paper shows that while individual based measures of joblessness have remained fairly stable over the last 10 years or so and have fallen after highs in the early 1980s, household measures of joblessness have risen. Joblessness among the working age population has become more concentrated within certain households. In the past Australia's non-working population (of working age) were supported in households where others worked whereas they are now primarily supported by welfare payments from the state. What is perhaps most striking is how many children now are living in households with no earned income. The incidence of jobless households falls disproportionately on households headed by those who are young or approaching retirement age, with little or no qualifications or born overseas. Many jobless households are single parents so they are also much more likely to be headed by a female. We also show that the poor are disproportionately represented in jobless households.
Introduction
Although aggregate OECD employment rates have generally recovered from the 1980s recession lows there has also been an upward trend in the number of jobless households in the majority of these nations (OECD, 1998) . Thus the aggregate unemployment rate or employment rate based on individual data may not fully capture the economic and social impact of joblessness on families. Australian and overseas studies have shown (for eg. Dawkins, 1996; Miller, 1997; Gregg and Wadsworth, 1996a , 1996b OECD, 1998; Gregory, 1999) that the burden of unemployment or more generally joblessness tends to be concentrated in certain households. Furthermore this concentration has become more pronounced, so that there has been a switch away from those not in work being supported by other family members toward whole households being jobless and being largely supported by the state.
The relationship between individual unemployment (non-employment) and household circumstances has been changing quite sharply over the last 15 years or so which has ramifications for welfare support costs and poverty. This paper seeks to examine this relationship in more detail and aims to reveal the actual extent of joblessness at the household level using a single data source. Patterns of joblessness and poverty are explored along with how these patterns have evolved since 1982. We also investigate in some detail, and consistent with the aggregate patterns, which sections of Australian society have disproportionately suffered from jobless households. Poverty rates in jobless households are then compared across those of the general population.
The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 outlines the results of previous studies on the incidence of joblessness in Australia. A description of the data set used in the following analysis is provided in Section 3 while Section 4 presents patterns and trends in the incidence of jobless families between 1982 and 1997. Patterns of poverty in jobless households are presented in Section 5. Possible causes of the rise in jobless households are offered in Section 6. Finally, concluding comments are made in Section 7. It is shown that joblessness has become more concentrated within certain households over the years with the incidence of jobless households falling mainly on households headed by those who are young or approaching retirement age, with little or no qualifications or born overseas. As many jobless households are single parents they are also much more likely to be headed by a female. It is also shown that poverty rates in jobless households are significantly higher than for the remainder of society.
Previous literature and evidence
There has been a growing awareness of the polarisation of paid work across Australian households. Dawkins (1996) showed that while there was strong growth in the number of income units and households with two or more workers in them, between 1983/84 and 1993/94, there was also strong growth in the number of households with no work.
A recent OECD study Wadsworth 1996b, OECD 1998) highlighted that in 1996 just over 1 in 6 (16%) of Australian working age households had no adult in work. In addition, 14% of households with children had no adult in work in 1996. This was among the highest level of joblessness in households with children among developed nations, surpassed only by Britain and Ireland 1 . Most of these jobless households have the lowest incomes in society. According to the OECD some 70% of jobless households had incomes in the bottom quintile of all Australian households. Long-term joblessness among families with children is of particular concern because of its impact on the children in these families. Longitudinal social security data (Pech and McCoull, 1999) show that, between the ages of 16 and 18, young people from income support recipient families are much more likely than other young people to become parents at an early age, leave school early, receive income support and be highly income support reliant themselves. For all of these outcomes but the first, the risk is highest for young people whose parents have received income support continuously for at least two years. Miller (1997) uses Census Data and Labour Force data to look at the changing burden of unemployment in Australia. Both data sources show that unemployment is becoming more concentrated in families. Using the labour force data Miller finds that, "One in 13 couple families had at least the husband or wife unemployed in 1994.
Almost one-quarter of the total unemployment among couple families in 1994 was in 1 The improvement in the Irish economy recently suggests that only Britain will now have higher proportions of children in jobless household.
families where both husband and wife were unemployed." p.17. This compares to less than nine percent of total unemployment in couple families in 1974.
Also found in the study by Miller (1997) , ten per cent of couple families whose youngest child is aged between 5 and 9 years have at least one spouse unemployed and 29 per cent of the total unemployment for these families is concentrated in couple families where both partners are unemployed. Twenty one per cent and 25 per cent of all unemployment occurs in jobless families for the Australian born and for immigrants from English speaking countries respectively. Immigrants from nonEnglish speaking countries however, thirty per cent of the burden of unemployment is concentrated in jobless families. "For immigrants from non-English speaking countries, one couple family in every 8 has either the husband or wife unemployed…
Moreover, one couple family in every 48 has both the husband and wife unemployed, indicating a considerable degree of concentration of the burden of unemployment". (Miller, 1997, p.22) .
Using the Labour Force Survey, Gregory (1999) shows that over the period 1979-1998 the number of families in which no adult is employed increased by 229,000. The number of families in which two adults are employed increased by 395,000. Seventy per cent of the increase in jobless families occurred over the last ten years whereas 70
per cent of the increase in two income earner families occurred during the [1979] [1980] [1981] [1982] [1983] [1984] [1985] [1986] [1987] [1988] [1989] [1990] period. Also the entire decline in families with one person working occurred in the first decade. Gregory notes that in the first decade the increase in polarisation was primarily due to the division of employment among families and not by lack of jobs whereas in the second decade it was primarily due to the lack of jobs and the growth of jobless families. joblessness has increased while the growth in female employment has gone to women with an employed partner. Our study seeks to elaborate on these findings and explore the trends and characteristics of jobless households in more depth.
Poverty and Unemployment
The incidence of poverty moved from the aged to the unemployed over the period between the early 70's to the mid 90's. King (1997) shows that poverty rates (before housing) for households where the head is unemployed rose from 16.6% in 1972-73 to 74.2% in 1996. Post housing poverty rates rose from 18.7% to 69.4% over the same period. This suggests that if there are a growing number of families where both parent is unemployed, poverty will be a serious problem.
The increase in the generosity of family payments after this period may go some way in reducing this poverty rate in the late 90's. In Australia the proportion of families headed by a sole parent has nearly doubled over the past twenty years and over three quarters of sole parents receive some form of benefit income (McHugh and Millar, 1996) . Sole parents in Australia are much more likely to be on low incomes often below or near the poverty line (Perry, 1993 ) & (King, 1998 . With demographic shifts in the population leading to an increasing share of sole parent households, if joblessness amongst sole parents is also increasing, it is expected that the poor will increasingly be represented in jobless households.
Harding and Szukalska (2000) found a decline in the extent of child poverty between 1982 and 1997-98, mainly due to improvements in the levels of financial assistance provided by government to low income families with children (this included families without work and those on very low wages). However using a different measure -that is income over a year rather than income over a week, Bradbury and Jantti (1998) find an increase in child poverty over a similar period. Thus, depending on which study is accurate, rising joblessness amongst households has either had no impact on child poverty due to increased generosity in welfare payments to the jobless or has contributed to increasing levels of child poverty.
The Data Base for this Study: The Survey of Income and Housing Costs
The Households may comprise a number of income units.
Since 1994 the Income and Housing Costs Survey has been conducted on an annual basis. Prior to this it was conducted at four yearly intervals. At present there are unit record data for the following years : 1982, 1986, 1990, 1994, 1995, 1996 and 1997. This analysis refers to adults as individuals of working age not in full time study where working age is defined as 15-64 years for males and 15-59 years for females.
The age of retirement for females is gradually increasing. However at the time of the data available to us it was 60 years. Households where the head is of retirement age or absent are not included in the analysis. Dependent children are defined as all children less than 15 years plus full-time students under the age of 18 years 2 . Note that all other full time students are excluded from the analysis which may lead to differences in the information presented in this analysis and other published statistics. The resulting weighted population of households for each year are presented in Table 1 . 
The Incidence and Trends in Jobless Households
Previous studies have shown an increase in the incidence of both unemployed households and jobless households in general in Australia. The following section explores the incidence and trends in jobless households using the various Income and
Housing Costs Surveys outlined above. Aggregate incidence of joblessness amongst households is presented, along with a comparison of Australian levels of household joblessness to those in other OECD nations. Following that, demographic characteristics of jobless households are explored to obtain further insight into what is driving the increasing trend in jobless households. The picture is one of rising individual employment and rising family joblessness.
Aggregate Incidence
Further, this diverging picture is true for both the 1980s (post-1982) and the 1990s.
Indeed the rise of the jobless household is if anything faster after 1990, especially as far as households with children are concerned.
Figures 1 and 2 place Australia in the international context. These draw on the data published by the OECD (OECD, 1998). The OECD estimates of jobless households for Australia in 1996 match ours closely, at 16%. Australia in this data has fewer jobless households than is common in most developed nations but perhaps the most striking feature is just how little variation there is given the wide variations in employment patterns. This commonality disappears however, when households with children are considered. Here Australia, along with other English speaking countries other than the US, has an unusually high incidence of children growing up in households with no adult working. F i n l a n d B e l g i u m F r a n c e U K G e r m a n y I t a l y I r e l a n d E U G r e e c e S p a i n C a n a d a N e t h e r l a n d I r e l a n d A u s t r a l i a C a n a d a F i n l a n d U S B e l g i u m S p a i n N e t h e r l a n d s E U F r a n c e O E C D I t a l y A u s t r i a G e r m a n y G r e e c e L u x e m b o u r g P o r t u g a l S w i t z e r l a n d 
Country Percent

Incidence by Characteristics of Head of Household
Gender
There is a much higher incidence of joblessness in households whose household head is female. This is, in part, related to the finding above about the high incidence of joblessness in lone parent families, as the large majority of lone parents are female. As Table 7 shows, however, the incidence of joblessness has grown as much in households with male heads since 1982. Age Table 8 presents the jobless household rate by age of head of household. As might be expected households whose head is young are also more likely to be jobless.
Furthermore the growth has been particularly dramatic in such households. Over half of all households with a head between 15 and 20 years of age were jobless by 1997, and about a quarter of households with a head aged 21-24. The jobless household rate is also higher when the head of the household is over 55 years. Jobless household rates have been rising across all ages of household head, indicating that early retirement is not a major contributory factor to the rise of jobless households. Table 9 shows that the jobless household rate declines with the level of educational qualification of the head of the household. Not surprisingly households where the head of household has no qualifications have the highest incidence of joblessness. Such households have also experienced the strongest growth in the incidence of joblessness.
Educational Qualifications
Tertiary education seems to have a large effect on the incidence of joblessness with households where the head has an undergraduate university degree or higher much less likely than the other households to be jobless. However the rise in the incidence of jobless households is again common to all education groups even if most marked in the shrinking group with no educational qualifications. However in Tasmania, which has seen the slowest employment growth, the rise in jobless households has been exceptionally rapid and vice versa in Western Australia. 
Year of Arrival
Households where the head is Australian born are less likely than those headed by a migrant to live in jobless households (see Table 12 ). But there has been a profound change in the relative position of immigrants. In 1982 and 1986 recent arrivals tended to be less likely to be in jobless households. By contrast in later years (1995-97) they are much more likely to be in jobless households.
Whether unemployed and for how long
Jobless household rates by duration of unemployment between the period 1994 and 1997 are presented in Table 13 . Not surprisingly households headed by an unemployed person are much more likely to be in a jobless household than other households. In 1997 there was a clear pattern of increasing jobless household rates with unemployment duration length with the longer the duration of unemployment for the head of the household the more likely the household was to be jobless. However for the other years the short-term unemployed were more likely to be in jobless households than the long term unemployed. 
Jobless Households and Poverty
Perhaps the most important manifestation of the divergence between the individual and household based pictures of joblessness is poverty. Overall patterns of Australian poverty are presented in Table 14 , which shows both pre and post housing poverty rates for the working age population excluding full time students. There has been a moderate increase in measured poverty amongst this population on both measures.
This picture of modest rises in poverty also broadly holds for all household types across both measures. Pre and post housing poverty rates for jobless households are presented in Table 15 and Table 16 respectively. Jobless households are, pretty obviously, much more prone to poverty than the general population and show similar moderate increases in poverty rates. Single parents are the exception to this with poverty rates dipping a little. This is due to increased generosity in social security payments, particularly with regards to basic pension rates and family payments.
The last two rows of Tables 15 and 16 show the proportion of the poor (all and just children) living in jobless households has risen moderately over the period. Around 50% of the poor (all and just children) on the pre-housing measure are in jobless households, up from 40% in 1982. On the post-housing measure the rise is from around 35% to 40%. Hence, those in jobless household represent a rising proportion of growing numbers of working age adults and children in poverty. 
Possible reasons for rise in jobless households
If the divergence between patterns of individual and household joblessness is largely a social problem stemming from the growth of smaller households, there is less need to look toward the labour market for solutions. If however, joblessness has risen from polarisation of work across households then this suggests that policy makers need to be aware of the reasons why jobs are going disproportionately to households already benefiting from earned income. In this study we find an indication that changes in the demographic structure of the population partially explain the increase in the jobless household rate. While the proportion of single adult and lone parent households has grown, the share of couple households with dependents has declined (see Table 17 ).
Also the share of couple households without dependents has increased. Not surprisingly then, single adult and lone parent households have become an increasing share of jobless households. But the bulk of these shifts have occurred after 1990.
Prior to that, jobless households rose despite strong employment growth and only minor changes in family structure. However, we have also shown evidence, to suggest that joblessness within certain household types has increased (see Table 4 ). There are many reasons put forward to why unemployment, or joblessness in general tends to be concentrated in particular households. Some of these are due to assortative mating, locational factors and the disincentives associated with the interactions of the tax and social security systems.
Assortative mating means that members of couples share similar characteristics such as age and education, and of course neighbourhood of residence. In a study of youth based on 1985 Australian Longitudinal Survey, Miller and Volker (1987) , show that the predicted unemployment rate of a married male with an unemployed partner is 33
percentage points higher than for other married groups. This study along with other studies such as Bradbury, Grade and Vipond (1986); Bureau of Economic Research (1986); and King, Bradbury and McHugh (1995) show there is a strong similarity between the labour market status of partners.
The Miller study discussed earlier notes that there is "an apparent relationship between labour market status of married women and that of her husband", (p.20) and thus suggests the increasing concentration of unemployment in particular families is largely due to changes in the male labour market. He notes that women with husbands working full-time have the highest participation rate whereas where the husband is not participating the woman's participation rate is much lower. Also, the unemployment rate is greatest among married women whose husbands are unemployed and lowest among women whose husbands are working full-time. The reverse is also true. The unemployment rate is greatest among married men whose wives are unemployed and lowest among men whose wives are working full-time or part-time. In fact, it is shown in this study that the unemployment rate for married men with unemployed spouses increased 66 per cent between 1985 and 1994 (from 20.1% to 33.3%).
This kind of 'assortative mating' indicates that the burden of unemployment or joblessness in general will be concentrated in particular households.
To explore whether there has been any change in assortative mating by age over the period the correlation between the age of head of household and spouse are presented in Table 18 . As expected the correlation coefficient is quite high showing that members of couples are generally in the same age bracket. Also, the correlation seems to be stable with a slight fall over the 1982-1997 period suggesting that couples are no more likely to marry individuals of their age bracket in 1997 than they were in 1982. While assortative mating by age has remained relatively unchanged over the years, couples were much more likely to marry those with an equivalent educational qualification in 1997 than they were in 1982 (see Table 19 ). As those with no educational qualifications are more likely to be out of work, the rise in assortative mating by education is consistent with an increase in the jobless household rate. The association of locational factors with the incidence of joblessness is highlighted in Hunter (1994) and Gregory and Hunter (1995) . Here the authors find that there has been an increase in the economic polarisation within our cities with low socioeconomic status areas being characterised by job loss and income falls and high socioeconomic status areas being characterised by job growth and income rises. Gregory and Hunter (1995) show that within major cities, two job families are congregating together in areas of high socio-economic status, especially in areas where manufacturing workers used to live. On a geographical basis families are polarising into neighbourhoods of double income earner or no income earner families.
The interaction of tax rates and means tested social security benefits leads to high effective marginal tax rates, particular on families with children (stacking of personal and partner means tests on base payment, rent assistance, family payment, withdrawal of non-cash benefits such as health care card) and those with low potential earnings.
With fixed costs of employment such as travel to work and child care the design of the welfare system may act as a huge disincentive for the spouse of a non-employed partner to enter into low paid employment. Increased targeting of welfare payments in the 1980's along with an increasing generosity in payments may be one of the contributing factors to the rising occurrence of the jobless household.
Conclusions
Using shows that jobless household rates within certain household types, particularly within couple households with children, have also grown marginally over the years. In a follow up paper we explore more formally the contribution of changes in family structure, aggregate employment and polarisation of work across households.
This paper sheds some light on what parts of society are more likely to find themselves living in jobless households. Largely due to the increase in the proportion of single parent households, we find that jobless households are more likely to be headed by a female. They are also more likely to be headed by someone young or approaching retirement with significant growth in the jobless household rate for households with a young household head. Households headed by persons with no qualifications or born outside of Australia are also more likely to be jobless.
We also show that jobless households are much more prone to poverty than the general population. More significantly the proportion of poor adults and children that are in jobless households has increased, and likewise the proportion of jobless households living in poverty has risen. The one exception to the last point is that among jobless lone parents poverty rates have declined.
Given the growth in the jobless household rate within demographic groups, particularly in couple households with children, at a time of rising individual employment means there must have been a degree of increasing polarisation of employment across households. Such polarisation is likely to be related to labour market developments. Regional factors may be partly to blame with employment growth occurring in pockets of Australian society while individuals in other areas have limited access to employment opportunities and suffer from rising unemployment. Assortative mating may also be a contributing factor with a growing correlation between education levels between couples. As those without qualifications are more likely to be jobless, the overall incidence of jobless families has risen.
Finally, the incentives to work faced by families when the structure of the tax and transfer system has been taken into account may cause them to prefer either no partner working or both partners working. With a combination of benefits available to families and high effective marginal tax rates over certain ranges of income, it may not pay for one person in a family to enter the workforce. Government policy aimed at reducing these disincentives to work through increasing assistance to low income working families may help in alleviating the incidence of jobless households, whilst simultaneously reducing working poverty.
